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Digest of 
A Review  of th e  Bureau of Services R eview

W e h ave com pleted our audit of th e Bureau of Service s  Review  (BSR) as re quired by Utah
Code 62A-4a-118.  W e continue to em ph as ize th at evaluating ch ild w elfare case s  for
procedural com pliance s h ould be part of a broader review  of system  perform ance and
outcom es for ch ildren and fam ilie s.  In 19 9 5 w e recom m ended th at BSR expand its procedural
review  and as s e s s  h ow  w ell th e  Divis ion of Ch ild and Fam ily Services (DCFS)  w as
accom plis h ing its m is s ion of protecting ch ildren.  BSR im plem ented th at recom m endation th e
follow ing year, but th en reverted to only m easuring com pliance for th e 19 9 7 and 19 9 8
m onitoring periods.   Because m easuring for com pliance alone provides lim ited inform ation,
w e now  re iterate th e need for a broad review  system  th at directly as se s s e s  perform ance and
outcom es. 

BSR h as re sponded to both  legislative and court overs igh t re quirem ents s ince our 19 9 4
audit of DCFS and th e  David C. et al. v. Leavitt law suit settlem ent agreem ent of th e sam e
year.  After our audit, th e 19 9 4 Legislature directed th e executive director of th e  Departm ent
of H um an Services to annually report w h eth er DCFS is adh ering to “state statutes, divis ion
policy, and legislative policy” in conducting ch ild w elfare case w ork .  Th e executive director
h as used BSR both  to fulfill th at legislative re quirem ent and to m onitor DCFS’s com pliance
w ith  court-enforced re quirem ents.  Betw een 19 9 4 and 19 9 8, BSR prim arily tested DCFS’s
com pliance w ith  th e court-m onitored settlem ent agreem ent because of th e th reat of
receivers h ip, by th e court, if com pliance w ith  th e term s of th e agreem ent w as not sufficient.

Our report focuse s  on w h eth er BSR m eets legislative, as opposed to court, defined
objectives.  W e conducted our review  of th e latest publis h ed BSR report (19 9 8) w h ich  only
m easured procedural com pliance.  Th e m ain findings and recom m endations of our audit are
sum m arized in th e follow ing tw o areas:

M ore Com preh ensive  Monitoring Is Needed.  BSR needs to adopt a m ore com preh ensive
m onitoring program  th at m ore directly evaluates w h eth er DCFS is ach ieving de s ired
outcom es for ch ildren and fam ilie s.  One w eak ne s s  of BSR’s 19 9 8 review  w as its focus on
detailed process com pliance based solely on paper files.  Broader review s can provide state
policym ak ers  m ore useful inform ation on th e effectiveness of th e ch ild w elfare system ,
rath er th an just on com pliance w ith  detailed re quirem ents.  W e feel an im proved review  of
th e Ch ild Protective Services (CPS) intak e process is especially needed because som e case s
h ave rece ived perfect com pliance score s even th ough  th ey w ere incorrectly rejected.   BSR
officials are aw are of th e s h ortcom ings of a review  th at m easures com pliance only and
h ave told us th at th ey are ch anging to a m ore com preh ensive, and h opefully effective,
review  proces s .  BSR reports it h as been unable to m ove beyond com pliance m onitoring
until recently because of th e dem ands of th e s ettlem ent agreem ent.  W e m ak e th ree
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recom m endations in th is  area:

C BSR s h ould include an overall asse s sm ent of th e  quality of w ork  done and decis ions
m ade on each  case it review s for com pliance.

C BSR s h ould m onitor th e CPS intak e process in future review s.  Th e BSR review
s h ould include a judgem ent of th e appropriateness of th e decis ion to accept or reject
th e referral and sh ould also include an as s e s sm ent of th e investigation priority
as s igned to accepted referrals.

C BSR s h ould continue its developm ent and im plem entation of a m ore com preh ensive
review  proces s  th at better m easures casew ork er perform ance and outcom es.

Com pliance  Review  Process Can Be Strength ened.  Th e re sults of our review  of BSR’s
com pliance review  proces s  are bas ically consistent w ith  our prior tw o audits, alth ough  th e
rate at w h ich  w e disagreed w ith  BSR scoring is  som ew h at h igh er.  W e disagreed w ith  th e
scoring on 12% of th e com pliance item s in our sam ple of BSR’s 19 9 8 case review s. 
H ow ever, lik e our prior audits, m ost of our disagreem ents are not s ignificant in term s of
ch ild safety or w ell-being.  Scoring differences occur for m any reasons including errors on
th e part of BSR readers, th e inh erent subjectivity of th e case review  proces s , and
disagreem ents over BSR scoring policy.  W e believe th at im provem ents to th e com pliance
review  proces s  are possible in th e follow ing four areas:

C BSR s h ould focus on accuracy rath er th an on th e num ber of case s  review ed to
reduce reader errors and im prove th e  quality of th e case review  proces s .

C BSR s h ould continue to refine and reduce th e num ber of q uestions review ed for
com pliance to th e m ost s ignificant aspects of case w ork .

C BSR s h ould refine its reader m anual to clear up confusion as to h ow  certain
q uestions s h ould be answ ered.  Specifically, w e feel th at use of th e “Not
Applicable” scoring option s h ould be lim ited to q uestions about re quirem ents th at
do not apply to a case and are not expected to be perform ed by th e casew ork er.

C BSR s h ould continue to form alize th e process of double-reading case s  to reduce th e
num ber of reader errors and also to identify th os e  que stions th at are answ ered m ost
incons istently so th ey can be refined. 


